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REMARKS 

Applicant respectfully requests entry of this ameadmerst and recotisideratioB because it cancels 
claims and places claims in coudition for allowaiice and/or places claims in better form for 
consideration oo appeal 
K Status of the Claans 

Claims 1-18 are pending in this application. Claims 10, 12 and 13 have been withdrawn. 
Claims 1-9, 1 1 and 14-18 are rejected. Ckinis 5, 7 and 1 1 have been canceled. Claims 1, 3, 6, 8 and 
1 5 have been amended to clarily the invention. No new matter has been added. 

Applicant believes that the claim aitiendments piace this application in condition for allowance. 
Allowance 

II. Restriction/Election Requirement 

The Exaininer has acknowledged Applicant's ti'aversal of the required species election and 
considered Applicant's arguments, but has made the requirement Final. Applicant reserves its right to 
petition the Director regarding the requirement. 

III. 35 II.S.C. § 112 Rejections 

The Examiner rejects claims 1-9, 11, 14-18 under .^.S U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter. Applicant 
traverses tlie Examiner's rejection. 

First, Applicant has canceled claims 5, 7 and 1 1. Therefore, any rejections of claims 5, 7 and 
1 1 are moot and are not addressed substantively in Applicant's response. 

The Examiner rejects claims 1 and 3, arguing that when Applicant refers to HIMAX 
technology, "it is unclear if applicants are referring to the combination of steps (a)-(h) of claim 1 and 
steps (a)-(e) of claim 3 as the "HIMAX technology'' or if a specific step(s) among these is the actual 
HIMAX technology Without conceding to the Examiner's characterizations. Applicant has amended 
claims 1 and 3 by deleting "Hydrophobic Interaction Matrix (HLMAX) technology" to further clarify 
tlie invention, and thus the Examiner's rejection is deemed moot. 

The Examiner fiirther rejects claim 1 , arguing "it is unclear what the metes and bounds of 
'centrifugation optiinaliy' are." Without conceding to the E.xaminer's contentions. Applicant has 
deleted the word "optimally" to further clarity the invention. 



-5- 



SaiatNo. !tt-585,{)30 



Also M uh jespect to claim 1 the 1 xammei argues that ft is unclear whether the ' lepeated 
desorption step js reternng to a previous step of the method or that the procedure ot step (g) unplies 
that the (.ksotpmn i- 'civ *^Mv \ [ i^.\s h m ci ucl -^^^ t ^ i dm\i ! ti (.Ltutv that the 
de^i)rpnon is icp<.atabk and st<.p i^ii i i r^itiUn-, lo a prc\]ous ^ ^p oi the method 

! i \duiinej itiects (.Unu ^ lUgtung 'it i> tmclear ii hiuh bassLiu is a i us b jse s i\i ot a pH 
of 14 M U 9, oi b \pphcaat has further clarified the imention h\ amending claim ^ to lecite 
■'elutmg said protein(s) with Tns buffer of pH 8.0 to 8.5 ." 

The Examiner rejects claim 6 stating tliat "since claims 4 and 5 establish tiiat the viral antigen 
is a protein, it is unclear how the claims viral antigen can not be a protein," AppHcant has amended 
ciaim 6 to depend from claim 2 instead of claim 5 so as to provide for tlie possibility of a protein that is 
not a vira! antigen. 

The Examiner rejects Claim 1 5 arguing that "it is unclear what the metes and bounds of 'affect' 
are." Without conceding to the Examiner contentions. Applicant has deleted "/affect" from claim 15, 
fmther clarifying the invention. 

IV. Claim Objections 

The Examiner has objected to claims 1 and 3 "because of the following informaHties; each 
claim recites, "... pH 6 to 7. 5 ... ' It is therefore suggested that applicants amend the claim to recite, 
'pE 6 to 7.5. . . Applicant has thus amended claims I and 3 as required; tJierefore, the Examiner's 
objection should be withdrawn. 
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V. Conclusion 

Ba^ed upon tiie abo\c reiu<ii k.v\ w^^ocA 1 \ recon-,jd>.u'in>>n of ihc loicction 

and objections m tlif OHice Aoiiou lUkleadv aHo\saus.e of ibe pending clanns Shoidd the F\arainei 
feei that a telephone conference w uh Applicants' attorney would expedite prosecution of tbts 
application, the Examiner is urged to contact the undersigned attorney. 

The Commissioner is hereby aiitliorized to charge any fees, which may be required by this 
paper, to Deposit Account No. 18-0586. 

Date: July 1 4, 20 i 0 Re.spectftiliy submi tted, 

REED SMITH LLP 

/Jenny Papaiolia Johnson/ 
Nanda P.B..4. Kitmar 
Registration No. 44,853 
Jenny Papatolis Johnson 
Registration No. 61,284 
2500 One Liberty Place 
1650 Market Street 
Philadelphia, PA 1 9 1 03-7301 
Phone: (215)241-7991 
Fax: (215) 851-1420 
Attorney for Applicant 
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